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FORMULA FOR GUARANTEEING A MINIMUM INCREASE 
WHEN AN EMPLOYEE IS PROMOTED 


TUESDAY, JUNE 14, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
Comnitrer ON Posr Orrice AND CiviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., in room 215, 
House Office Building, Hon. John Lesinski (subcommittee chairman ) 
presiding. 

Mr. Lestnski. The subcommittee will come to order, please. 

This subcommittee, consisting of Representatives Harmon, Alford, 
Corbett, Gross, and myself, as chairman, was appointed to consider 
the provisions of H.R. 543, and related bills, to amend section 802(b) 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

At this point in the record we shall insert a copy of the bill. 

(The bill H.R. 543 follows:) 


(H.R. 548, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, to provide a formula for 
guaranteeing a minimum increase when an employee is promoted from one grade to 
another 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 802(b) of the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Any officer or employee who is promoted or transferred to a position in 
a higher grade shall receive basic compensation at the lowest rate of such higher 
grade which exceeds his existing rate by not less than the amount of difference 
between the minimum rate of the grade from which he is promoted or transferred 
and the minimum rate of the grade to which he is promoted or transferred. If 
there is no rate in such higher grade which exceeds his existing rate of basic 
compensation by the amount of such differences, such employee shall receive 
(A) the maximum scheduled rate of the grade to which he is promoted or trans- 
ferred, or (B) his existing rate of basic compensation, whichever is higher.” 

Sec. 2. This Act shall take effect as of the first day of the first pay period fol- 
lowing enactment. 


Mr. Lestnskt. I introduced, on January 7, 1959, H.R. 543. Since 
that time similar bills have been introduced, H.R. 1959 by Hon. James 
Roosevelt ; H.R. 3081 by Hon. Ludwig Teller: and H.R. 4067 by Hon. 
William J. Green, Jr. 

H.R. 548 would provide that an individual covered by the Classi- 
fication Act who is promoted to a higher grade be attended by an 
increase in salary equal to the difference between the minimum rate 
of grade from which promoted and the minimum rate of grade to 
which promoted. 

Section 802(b) of the Classification Act now provides that promo- 
tion toa higher grade be attended by a pay increase equal to at least a 
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one step increase in the grade from which promoted. In many in- 
stances this can be a rather small increase for so important an action 
as a promotion in grade. 

The Bureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commission have 
commented on this bill by concurring that there is at present need for 
a change. However, both the Bureau of the Budget and the Civil 
Service Commission have proposed a more modified promotion in- 
crease than that found in H.R, 545. 

We have as witnesses today representatives from the Civil Service 
Commission, the American Federation of Government Employees, and 
the National Association of Postal Supervisors. 

We will now hear from Mr. Glenn Stahl, Director, Bureau of 
Programs and Standards, Civil Service Commission. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN STAHL, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF PROGRAMS 
AND STANDARDS, U.S. CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY ROBERT S. HARE, PROGRAM PLANNING DIVISION, 
U.S. CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Stranz. Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement, but would 
be glad to reiterate the views of the Civil Service Commission in 
brief summary on this bill, H.R. 545, and then certainly, will attempt 
to respond to any questions that you gentlemen may have. 

This bill seeks to correct a situation that obviously needs correcting. 

The reaction of the Commission is, however, that it pushes the 
pendulum a bit too far; that it is moving in the right direction, but 
it goes a bit too far in that direction. 

As an alternative, the Commission has suggested that the minimum 
dollar amount to govern promotions from grade to grade should be a 
minimum represented by not less than two pay steps within the range 
of the grade from which an individual 1s promoted, 

The bill H.R. 543 would require, as you indicate, that the minimum 
be not less than the dollar amount represented by the difference be- 
tween the minimum rate of the lower grade and the minimum rate 
of the higher grade. Our view of this is that by increasing the dollar 
jump at the time of a grade promotion as far as the bill provides, 
recognizing that it should go further than the present act provides, 
it decreases the later opportunity for within-grade advancement. 

Second, it can put a man ahead when he is promoted of many people 
who will have served longer in the higher grade. This is true of any 
change that you make in the direction of increasing the dollar amount 
at the time of the grade promotion. But, by going this far, it runs 
into more likelihood of many persons being promoted to a new, higher 
grade and getting a rate within that grade which would be higher 
than a lot of the people who had already served a considerably longer 
time in that higher grade. The reason, of course, that they would be 
getting that higher rate would be merely because they had served 
onger in the lower grade. 

Another point to be made is that the difference between the Com- 
mission’s proposal and the proposal in this bill is relatively minor in 
the lower grades. It becomes more significant in the higher grades. 
In other words, the proposal in H.R. 543 would result in substantial 
differences in the amount that one would receive when promoted from 
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grade to grade if he went to the grade levels in the upper half of the 
scale. But, if you go down the scale, the difference ee the two 
proposals becomes less significant. 

We think, then, that in effect the bill would make a change in the 
right direction, but more of a change than is necessary to correct the 
problem. Instead, it would create some new problems. Against this 
we recognize the need to make promotions more meaningful than 
present. There is general testimony to the effect that this minimum 
in the present act of not less than a one step increase is inadequate, 
but as I indicated, the Commission’s proposal would in one grade at 
least result in the same thing as H.R. 548; that is, in any promotions 
from grades 1 to 2, although that is a minor end of the picture in 
terms of population in this grade. It would mean relatively minor 
differences in the first few grades, and the Commission’s proposal 
further would take into account the longevity rates; that is, usually 
the top three rates in the grade after 10 years of service in the grade. 
Those would be considered in advancing to the higher grade. This 
isnot provided for in H.R. 543. 

Further, we believe the Commission’s proposal avoids some of the 
pitfalls that the present bill, we believe, would run into. In other 
words, what. we are suggesting is to correct this situation by a more 
happy medium. 

Mr. Lestnskr. I appreciate that, Mr. Stahl, but, for example, I 
have a GS-11 here before me, grade 11, step 6, which is $8,230. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lesrnsxt. You propose that if he were promoted, he would get 
two steps, from GS-11 to GS-12, and instead of getting $8,230, he 
would receive an estimated $8,570; is that correct ? 

Mr. Sranz. That is if the man was at $8,230 in GS-11? 

Mr. Lesinsxt. Yes. 

Mr. Srann. He would be entitled, under our proposal, to a minimum 
of the equivalent of two steps in the grade which he will have, and the 
steps in the grade which he will have amount to $240 a step. So two 
of those steps would be $480. Since $8,570 is not $480 higher than 
he would go to 

Under the IE.R. 543 proposal he would go to $9,530. I believe that 
is correct. Sothere would be a substantial difference in that grade. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. As T understand your argument, a person starting in 
GS-12 would start at 88.3307? 

Mr. That is right. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Whereas, a person coming up from GS-11 would go 
to 

Mr. Sram. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Therefore, the problem would arise in the fact that 
vou have two people in the same step, one drawing more than the other 
because of more time in the Government, and the argument made by 
you is that the individual is not getting paid enough in GS-12? 

Mr. Svan. Yes, that is generally the point we are arguing, that 
even with our proposal this could happen to some extent, but it is less 
aggravated than if we go all the way to the equivalent step in the 
higher grades. Suppose someone has been in grade 12 for a couple 
of years and they have reached $8,810 as a result of their service in 
grade 12. Along comes someone promoted from grade 11 under our 
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proposal, If that peste had been in grade 11 as long as you indi- 
cated, for example, being in the top rate of $8,230, he would go under 
our proposal to $8,810. This would not be too bad. But, under the 
bill presently pending, he would go to $9,530, and this would make a 
$720 difference between him and the person who had already served in 
that higher grade for a couple of years. In other words, this man 
has had no experience in that higher grade. 

Mr. Lestnskr1. But you are rewarding the individual for the time 
served prior thereto by raising him from grade 11 to grade 12 witha 
lesser amount of time but, perhaps, he has more knowledge and experi- 
ence of the lower grades which the person in GS-12 has not and, there- 
fore, you are compensating the individual by a two-step jump. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Stan. That may be one way of viewing it. 

Mr. Lestnskt. Do you have any questions of Mr. Stahl, Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Mr. Harmon, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Harmon. Naturally, | want everyone to have as much money 
as he can get for what he is doing. I think the system of promotions 
is most important, especially in these days in this kind of way, in 
order to keep the employees. But, they should be compensated as 
much as can be reasonably justified. 

Mr. Stahl, vou mentioned the fact that a man under this bill could 
become higher paid than an individual serving in the grade to which 
he is promoted. Of course, you have to start somewhere and, appar- 
ently, the reason for the bill—and you admitted that inequity and I 
believe you mentioned that you would have a further inequity when 
this man came up to that higher grade; is that right? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harmon. What is wrong with bringing that other employee up 
due to his longevity or setting the pay standard higher for that grade ? 

Mr. Sraut. If we follow the present requirements in the Classifica- 
tion Act of certain minimum periods that have to be served before 
you earn the extra pay step within grade—this is when you stay in 
the same job—then there would be no way in which we could advance 
all the other people in that particular grade just because we hap- 
pened to promote someone to that grade at a higher step than they 
happened to have. 

Mr. Harmon. I personally think that for many years many people 
have not been getting that increase—that next step up or next two 
steps up—and they have been underpaid for years. So, it appears 
to me that this bill would take care of part of it and, perhaps, you 
would have to have another bill or some other way to revamp or set 
it up differently. That would be my opinion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lestnskit. May I use myself as an example of what, I believe, 
we are trying to achieve here? I came out of the service in 1947. I 
used to unload boxcars and coal cars and drive a truck, and I knew 
the cities in the area in which I delivered. I got to the point where 
I used to go across the corner and deal with the retail clerks and also 
channel, or you might say, route the drivers of the company, and 
that led me into other operations and, finally, into selling, purchas- 
ing, and bookkeeping for the company for which I worked. 
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If I had started out at a higher salary, 1 would not have known 
the details of loading and unloading and the matter of the streets and 
of the cities. I would not have known how long it took a driver to 
handle a route. But, as a result of the fact that I started out from 
the bottom of the ladder, I acquired this knowledge of what the in- 
dividual does as he moves up. Therefore, when I got to the top, it 
was easy for me to route the trucks and it was easy to know how 
long it would take a shipment to reach a certain destination. I think 
we are talking about an equivalent situation here. This person in 
GS-6 or GS-7 has acquired certain knowledge that an individual at 
GS-12 is not aware of, although he may be qualified in certain fields. 
What we are trying to do is to compensate the individual who has 
come up from the lower grades because he has the ability to move up 
to the higher grades and compensate him for the knowledge he has 
acquired in the lower grades. Therefore, I think we are on the right 
track in trying to compensate certain loyal employees who are trying 
to do a good job and who are, in the meantime, deserving of a promo- 
tion. 

We are talking about Federal employees only; are we not? 

Mr. Srauxt. Employees under the Classification Act; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Are you speaking also of the postal employees? 

Mr. Srauxt. No. This bill has no application to the postal em- 
ployees and we were not addressing our comments to the Postal Pay 
Act, because we have no jurisdiction over that act. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Would you have any objection if we included the 
postal employees ? 

Mr. Sranuz. Well, I am not personally familiar enough with the 
postal pay system to be absolutely sure of my grounds, but I would 
assume that we would follow somewhat the same principle; that is 
that we think somewhere in between the present situation and the 
proposal in the bill would probably be the equitable solution, and if 
that fits the postal pay schedule, then I would imagine that would be 
the Commission’s position on it. 

Mr. Lesrnsktr. In other words, tentatively, you are saying you 
would not be opposed to the inclusion of the postal employees under 
the provisions of the bill as long as it meets the requirements that you 
have proposed to us? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

May I comment, sir, on your illustration of a moment ago, because 
I think you put your finger on a very significant point in the sense 
that it illustrates how there are situations in which if we had flexi- 
bility to do one thing on one occasion and another thing on another, 
we could meet almost every problem. You described the situation 
where a man moves to a higher level of responsibility in the same 
line of work and in the same organization and at the same place where 
his knowledge on the previous job, as you well pointed out, was con- 
tributory to his doing a better job at that higher level. In that kind 
of situation I can see the proposal in the bill working without any 
difficulty. The fact is, though, that all promotions are not of that 
kind. Let me illustrate another extreme; here are two people who 
have the same basic qualifications, experience, education, and so on 
and they have entered the service from different vantage points. One 
happens to take a job of a kind over here that almost anybody can 
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do and that he does not actually need to use his skills for, but he took 
it for some personal reason, or combination of circumstances. On the 
other hand, another man comes in and enters a position for which 
he is qualified right away, but under another set of circumstances. 
Eventually, the first man gets promoted to the same kind of job. His 
previous experience in the other job, except sheer length of service 
in that lower job, contributes nothing to his work on this higher job. 
This is the first time he has been in this kind of work. But this sec- 
ond man had been in it several years. We are saying that we can run 
the risk of having this second man who is promoted from the lower 
job to go as high as a couple of grade steps, but to suggest that he 
must go to the pay step within that higher grade which is the equiva- 
lent, in effect, of the pay step in the lower grade that he will have 
in case he had served a number of years in that grade, would place 
him too far ahead of this other person who had entered that grade 
in the beginning, so there could be an inequity there. 

Mr. Lestnskr. At that point though, in spite of the fact that you 
are talking about two similar people, one of whom had come in at 
a lower grade than the other person, they still have the same length 
of time in the service? 

Mr. Sranu. Oh yes, that is true. 

Mr. Lesryskr. Therefore, the individual who came in at a higher 
grade would be probably up at the top of the ladder as a result of 
the in-grade promotions, when an individual who came in at a lower 
grade might be at the top of the ladder of that respective grade but 
by allowing the two step increase a person originally in grade 12 
would be equal, or the chances are, he would be ahead of the person 
who came in at grade 11? 

Mr. Sranu. That is possible, of course. I was just drawing an il- 
lustration which could have happened. 

Mr. Lestnskt. In other words, if the time of service is the same? 

Mr. Stan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnski. And, invariably, the person that you are talking 
about who had a lesser desire for a promotion originally and who 
went up to grade 12, would still be below that individual because 
of time in service ? 

Mr. Sraut. If the time is the same in both cases, under our pro- 
posal the two would be somewhat different in the upper grades. 

Mr. Lestnskr. No; because the fellow who started in the upper 
grade would still be ahead of him because of the fact that he started 
in the upper grade and, therefore, there is a difference of $1,300 to 
start with. 

This would amount to a $480 promotion, would it not? 

Mr. Stan. One step is $240 in the particular grade you cite and 
two steps would be $480. 

Mr. Lesryskr. And, therefore, he would still be ahead of the indi- 
vidual who came in at the same time as he did, but started at a lower 
grade? 

Mr. Sraut. This would depend upon how you use it. If we use 
grades 11 and 12, let us say, for example, and each of them had served 
3 years and one of them had come in and served in a grade 11 for 3 
years and the other had come in and served in grade 12 for 3 years. 

Under the proposal in the bill, the man would be at $7,750 at the 
fourth step and he would be advanced to $9,050, the fourth step of 
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grade 12. Under our proposal he would, in being promoted to grade 
j2—the second man—would go to the entrance rate under our proposal. 

Mr. Lestnskt. He would go to what ¢ 

Mr. STAHL. $8,330. 

Mr. Lestnskt. You used the figure of $480 and that figures out to 
be $8440 in the fifth step. He would go to $8,330 4 

Mr. Stan. No, sir; he would still have to be placed in some exist- 
ing step. It would have to be not less than $480 away from the 
salary. 

Mr. Lesinsxi. In that case he would go to $8,570 ¢ 

Mr. Stan. No, sir; because $480, plus $7,750, would be less than 
$8,330. Therefore, he would go to $8,330. He would be just a little 
under $8330. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. That is right. 

Mr. Srann. There would be that difference. In other words, if 
you take your equivalent service business, I do not think we could con- 
tend too hard that H.R. 543 would create any disaster. In fact, we 
are not trying to maintain that there is any grave difficulty to be en- 
visaged in this thing. We think that the proposal which the Com- 
mission has made is a bit more conservative and still provides a sub- 
stantial salary increase at most grade levels. The point is this: As 
you go up the grade scale, the difference between what the bill would 
provide and what we propose becomes accentuated. In the lower 
grades the difference is very minor. 

Mr. Lestyskti. I have hi ad that complaint, especially from those in 
the postal service, with reference to getting an increase in their grade, 
but who stated that they would oftentimes end up receiving less than 
what they were receiving prior thereto because of no overtinie, and so 
forth. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lesrysxi. Has the Civil Service Commission made any esti- 
mate of the cost of H.R. 543, originally, and as you have proposed it? 

Mr. Srann. Sir, we have made an effort to make an estimate in this 
form: We do not have the necessary information currently either on 
the number of promotions made from one grade to another on an an- 
nual basis or the number of people who are promoted on the basis of 
the rates within grade that they may have served at at the time of 
promotion. Therefore, we could not make statistically a comprehen- 
sive cost analysis of the two proposals. What we have done is this: 
We have taken a few hypothetical examples. We have determined, 
in making a promotion from grade 1 to grade 2, how much 1,000 pro- 
motions would cost under the bill and how much they would cost un- 
der the Commission’s proposals, assuming a normal distribution, which 
we do, for all employees in pay steps and assuming that they are pro- 
moted in the same proportion. ‘Then we took the grade levels of 4 
to 5, grade levels of 7 to 9, and grade levels 11 to 12. 

In the first grade level, on a promotion from grade 1 to grade 2, 
if 1,000 promotions were made and the people promoted were dis- 
tributed among the various pay steps in grade on the basis on which 
our latest statistics showed all in the grade to be distributed, we find 
that under H.R. 543 the cost during the first year—extra cost, would 
be $255,000 for 1,000 promotions. 

Under the Commission’s proposal it would be just slightly less than 
that, about $18,000 less than that, or $237,000, 
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When you get to grades 4 and 5, the difference would be a little 
bit greater. For 1,000 promotions from grade 4 to grade 5 under H.R. 
548, - duri ing the first year, it would cost in the way of extra charges 
due to the ‘promotions themselves $335,000. 

Under the Commission’s proposal it would cost only $274,000, a 
$61,000 difference. 

Mr. Lestnskr. You are talking about the classified employees only ? 

Mr. Srauu. Yes, sir; only the classified employees. <All of my re- 
marks are addressed to the Classification Act, because since the Com- 
mission has no jurisdiction over the Postal Pay Act, we never equip 
ourselves to really being masters of that. 

Now, take gr ades 7 to 9, under H.R. 543 the first 1,000 promotions 
would cost a little under $1 million—$992,000—for the first year. 
bly Commission’s proposal would cost $649,000, or a difference of 

$343,000, 

From grade 11 to grade 12, the first 1,000 promotions under H.R. 
543 would cost $1,289,000 for the first year. Under the Commission’s 
proposal it would cost $907,000 for the first year, or a difference of 
$381,000. 

This is about the only way we can give you a clue to the cost, and 
that is by making these hypothetical statements. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. The bulk of the employees, I believe, are in grades 
4 and 5? 

Mr. Sranu. Since the average salary rate in the Government is 
around that level, I would assume that that would be the central ten- 
dency for the population. 

Mr. Lesrysxr. There might be a larger number of employees in 
grades 4, 3, 2, and 1 than in the grades above that, but the increases 
are higher above grade 5, are they not ? 

Mr. Stan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnski. So, vou took the approximate number of promotions 
in the Civil Service Commission per year and multiplied that times 
the amount of money this bill would cost in promotions from level 4 to 
level 5 and you pr obably got the average cost of this bill? 

Mr. Stat. We could do better if we had, at any one point, infor- 
mation about the total number of promotions. The last time we had 
data on that was in 1956 and each year that can be quite different, de- 
pending upon the circumstances in the service such as retrenchments, 
expansion, and so forth, and we were not sure of those matters. 

You are quite right in implying, though, that there would be fewer 
promotions in the grade levels, say, above grades 10 and 11 than there 
are below that level simply because there are fewer people and fewer 
jobs. 

Mr. Lestnskt. I believe, for the record, if you would use 1956 as a 
basic period and give us that figure, as compared with today’s salary 
range, we would be able to somehow find out whether there have been 
more promotions or less, or some indication on which we would have 
some basis to work and I believe it would be a good idea. 

Mr. Stan. We can give you our 1956 figures this afternoon on the 
numbers of promotions ‘by each grade level in 1956. 

Mr. Harr. No,sir, we do not have that at the moment. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. That is all we need. 

Mr. Stanx. We do not have it by rate level within grade. 
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Mr. Lestnskt. What we are trying to do is to get an approximate 
cost. I realize that it is impossible to get the exact cost because of the 
various steps and so forth in the various grades, but if we use the pro- 
motions from grades 4 to 5—whichever you believe is the most prac- 
tical—or grade 5 to 6, where the largest number of employees are, you 
could take the number of promotions in that fiscal year times today’s 
salary base and it would give us some idea as to what the cost would 
be. 

Mr. Stan. Well, I think what we took in 1956 was a 10 percent 
sample of promotions throughout the service and what we have is 
simply the number of promotions made in a neath’ s time, or whatever 
it was and which can be stretched statistically into a year’s time by 
grade, but we do not have the information, and I do not want to mis- 
lead you here, by pay steps within grade. The most we could give you 
is to say that there were the following number of promotions within 
the span of grade 1 to grade 5 and the following number of promo- 
tions within the span of grade 5 to grade 11 or something like that, 
and from that you might possibly make some cost deductions. But, we 
honestly think it would be very tenuous. 

Mr. Lesinsk1. Say, for instance, in your entire Classification Act 
operations you had 10,000 promotions. Take the total number of pro- 
motions in all grades, regardless of whether they are 1, 11, of 17, and 
take the average of promotions from grade 4 to 5 or 5 to 6—which- 
ever you believe is the best average for the pay scale of these various 
grades—and then give those to us as of 1956. I believe it would give 
us some idea of the cost. We know in advance that it cannot be accu- 

rate but is merely an estimate pretty close to what it would be. 


Mr. Srant. We will give you that promotion distribution as best 
we can. 


(The information follows:) 
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Mr. Gross. Do you not think we ought to have this thing also 
figure on the basis of a 9-percent increase ? 

Mr. Lesinski. We can add that on very easily if the gentleman 
from Iowa so desires. We can figure it out readily from these figures. 

Mr. Gross. I am sure you can, but I would just as soon let them 
do the figuring. That is what you are dealing with, is it not? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. That is correct. 

Would the Commission be opposed to having this retroactive for a 
year or so? 

Mr. Srany. We are generally opposed, sir, to retroactive provisions 
of this kind because of the tremendous administrative difficulties this 
gets us into with respect to people who left the service, with respect 
to people who have retired, with respect to people who have been 
promoted during that year, and the complications would be so terribly 
costly to go back and try to reconstruct all these things that it would 
be our judgment that this would not be worth all of that difficulty. 
There would be all kinds of legal rights that would be created and 
brought into question, and court suits would no doubt ensue from 
that, until we see no point in any kind of retroactivity, no matter 
which approach you take. 

Mr. Lestnski1. Would it be advisable to limit it to those who have 
status in the service—to limit the retroactive pay / 

Mr. Sranz. Even that is a tremendous administrative burden. 
That would be, of course, less objectionable than if it applied to 
everybody. 

Mr. Lestxskt. Suppose an individual today is getting only, say, 
$120 more in spite of the fact that he was promoted from one step to 
another or one grade to another, would there be any objection to 
those presently so employed and who did not get the full impact of 
the present bill, being given additional salary ? 

Mr. Srann. From here on out you mean / 

Mr. Lestnskt. Yes. 

Mr. Sraut. That would probably be the least objectionable of any 
kind of retroactive feature. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Are those presently promoted, say, in the last 4 or 
months. 

Mr. Srann. I understand. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. That that difference be given to them if they are 
promoted within a certain limit of time. 

Mr. Srau. A certain limit of time in the past ? 

Mr. Lestnsx1r. In the past, without going back to 1916 or something 
like that. 

Mr. Sraut. Yes; and they would be given the difference that they 
would have been entitled to under the present. bill effective when the 
billiseffective? Isthat what you mean ? 

Mr. Gross. How far back are you going? 

Mr. Lestnskt. We want to be fair about this and we want to give 
our employees the proper salary increases and promotions which they 
deserve. I recognize, of course, that the Commission is talking about 
that it could be complicated, but I am asking how far back ‘ould 
they go with reference to retroactive pay, within a reasonable limit. 

Mr. Sranv. Wherever you would put the cutoff point there would 
be somebody who would turn up who just missed it by a few days. 
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For example, if you wanted to take into account those people who 
have been promoted since January 1 of this year, it would not be im- 
possible administratively to permit such promotees who enjoy the 
benefits of the bill, effective at the time the bill is effective, but not 
effective retroactively. They would start drawing their higher salary 
at the time the bill is effective. That would not be too difficult. 

Mr. Lesryskr. One thing further: What would you like for the 
effective date of this bill to be ? 

Mr. Srannt. Normally, we would say at the beginning of the next 
full pay period, or any other reason: able date in the future. If you 
say the next full pay period, this makes it fit automatically into the 
payroll schemes in the different departments, because they have 
slightly different pay periods in some instances. This would be par- 
ticul: uly true if you extend the provisions to the postal service. You 
would automatically take care of the effective date by putting it in 
terms of the beginning of the next pay period. 

Mr. Lestxsk1. Would that give you sufficient time to revise your 
payroll 

Mr. Srauv. I would think so. If you put the retroactive feature 
in there, they probably would not be able to catch up with the cases. 
If you tried to make it effective for those people promoted in the past 
6 months, since January 1, it would take a little longer, but they would 
‘atch up with that in the succeeding pay periods. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, the bill now reads: 

Section 2 of the Act shall take effect as of the first day of the first pay period 
following enactment. 

Mr. Stan. That would be a reasonable effective date. 

Mr. Lesinskt. I appreciate that, but I wanted to be sure the Civil 
Service Commission was fully aware and was able to move if the bill 
passed immediately. 

Mr. Sraut. We ‘would have no quarrel with the effective date pro- 
vision as now stated in the bill. Even if you introduced a modest 
element of retroactivity of the type you just described, as long as the 
actual pay is not retroactive, as long as the pay itself is prospective but 
on the basis of a record which is somewhat retroactive, this could be 
accomplished. 

Mr. Lestnskr. You mean as long as the retroactive pay is not paid, 
but the pay as of the effective date of this bill shall be on the basis of 
what they should have received if the bill were in effect, say, 6 months 
ago. 

Mr. Sranv. Exactly. That would be less difficult to handle, be- 

‘anise you do not get into budget complications and everything else. 

Mr. Lestnskt. Any questions at this point, Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. Yes. 

First of all, I was not here at the opening of the session. From 
what source comes the demand for this bill? 

Mr. Sraun. Sir, we have recognized in the executive branch and, I 
believe, employee organizations have recognized for a long time that 
the present provision in the Classification Act is a little tight in this 
sense: It requires that in a promotion from one grade to another, a 
person shall be advanced in salary not less than and not more than 
the equivalent of one pay step in the grade from which he is being 


| 
if 
2 
thes 
Abe 


GUARANTEEING MINIMUM INCREASE TO PROMOTED EMPLOYEES 13 


promoted. At the time this was drawn in the Classification Act of 
1949, this was a little bit of an advance over what existed before that 
time. 

The point is that so many people will have served several years in 
a particular grade and reach a pay step which, because of the way 
the grade structure is set up, will be very close to or may even over- 
lap the entrance step of the next higher grade. If this employee 
served long enough in that lower grade, he actually could be getting 
a salary that is almost at or even above the entrance salary of the 
higher grade. Therefore, the 1949 act had this provision that he 
should have the equivalent of at least one step when he is promoted 
from one grade to the other grade. 

We are saying that he should have the equivalent of at least two 
steps. The bill proposes that he shall have the equivalent of the dif- 
ference between the minimum rate of the lower grade and the mini- 
mum rate of the higher grade, and if he is in the fourth step of one 
grade, it would normally put him in the fourth step of the next grade. 

Mr. Gross. In the case of a GS-11 going to a GS-12, using the 
fourth step, he would have an increase in salary of $1,300. 

Mr. Stan. That is right, under the bill. 

Mr. Gross. Under the bill. 

Mr. Stan. Under our proposal, he would have an increase of $580. 

Mr. Gross. Are you saying that the Civil Service Commission 
wants this legislation ? 

Mr. Srauv. We want it modified. 

Mr. Gross. But you want the legislation ? 

Mr. Srauu. We want it as modified. We would like to see a change, 
but we would not like to see the change go as far as H.R. 543 
proposes. 

Mr. Gross. Then you have instigated legislation or you are sup- 
porting this legislation. Who wrote the bill? Did you provide a 
bill? 

Mr. Srantu. No, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. For historical background, the bill has been con- 
sidered for a number of years. I introduced it in the first part of the 
session in January of last year. It has been brought to my attention 
because of the various organizations which have claimed that a person 
with ability when he gets promoted receives an increase in his salary 
of insufficient magnitude to warrant him to try to improve himself. 
Whenever an individual has more responsibility, he should be com- 
pensated accordingly. That is the basis of the bill, Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. With a 9-percent salary increase hanging fire here, this 
would be quite a bill of expense, would it not, if there are any ap- 
preciable number of people involved? Based upon your figures, using 
the figures here, plus 9 percent, you would have some pretty substan- 
tial salary increases, would you not? 

Mr. Strant. If a person happened to get promoted about the time 
any salary increase went into effect, he would get a pretty substantial 
increase, that is right. 

Mr. Gross. I would say he would. I just do not know about this 
legislation. Do they not jump entire grades in the classified service ? 
Are there not attorneys who go in at 7 and are jumped to 9, or in at 9 
and jump to 11? 
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Mr. Sranv. There is a normal grade structure for professional jobs 
of grades 5, 7,9, 11. These are not really jumped grades, because the 
numbers of levels are simply fewer between grade 5 and grade 11 than 
they are in other occupations. This is the normal line of promotion. 

Mr. Gross. What other occupation are you talking about? In 
Government service ? 

Mr. Sranu. Yes, in the Government service. In other words, there 
are a lot of occupations in the Government service which have a grade 
5 or grade 6 or grade 7 or grade 8 level, and so on. But in the case of 
the professions—and you “mentioned attor neys as an example—it is 
grade 5,7,9,11. From there on up above that, it is all the same grade, 
11, 12, 15, and so on. 

Mr. Gross. So they are jumped two grades. 

Mr. Sranv. Asa normal line of promotion. 

Mr. Gross. As a normal line of promotion now. 

Mr. Lesrnskt. Would this bill affect them? 

Mr. Sranw. Certainly it would affect them. 

Mr. Gross. It affects everyone, does it not ? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Lesinskr. What I am driving at, a minimum of $480 is 
proposed. 

Mr. Srant. That is our proposal, not H.R. 543 as presently written. 

Mr. Lesrnsx1. Under your proposal, would that affect them ? 

Mr. Srann. Let us tales an example. Let us take grades 7 to 9. 
The entrance rate of grade 7 is $4,980. The second step in grade 7 is 
$5,280. The grade 7 attorney is promoted to grade 9. The entrance 
salary of grade 9 is $5,985. Under your bill, this individual would be 
promoted from $5,280 to $6,285. Under the Commission’s proposal, 
he would be promoted to the entrance rate of $5,989. Under the Com- 
mission’s proposal they would get a $705 jump. Under the bill’s pro- 
posal they would get a $1,005 jump. There is that much difference. 

Mr. Gross. To use the case of attorneys, is there anything to prevent 
anyone else from being jumped? Is that provided in law? 

Mr. Srauu. The classification standards govern that, sir, which 
the Commission prescribes. The classification standards for certain 
occupations, such as the professions, prescribe the levels of 5, 7, 9, 11, 
and so on. In other occupations they prescribe otherwise. These are 
controlled by the standards which the agencies must adhere to. 

Mr. Gross. But you have a number of those professions, is that not 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Sraun. Yes, sir. The scientific, the older professions, medical, 
attorney, and so on, and certain managerial fields. 

Mr. Gross. All right, let us take 16’s. Under the Lesinski bill, 
could they be jumped on the same basis? I am talking about the 
ades, as you understand. 

Mr. Sraun. The bill, H.R. 543, would be applicable to the super- 
grades, yes, if that is your question. And under the Commission’s 
proposal, which is a proposed modification of the bill, it would be 
applicable, that is right. 

Mr. Gross. So we could really put even the high-priced talent up 
and give them a pretty substantial increase through this device, could 
we not ? 

Mr. Sranu. This applies only to when a man is promoted from one 
grade to another. 
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Mr. Gross. I understand, but there is nothing to prevent the pro- 
motion, is there # 

Mr. Sraun. The existence of the jobs would prevent it. If jobs 
are filled, you cannot promote to them. 

Mr. Aurorp. Will the gentleman yield / 

Mr. Gross, I yield the floor. 

Mr. Atrorp. Has the Commission had time to do much background 
work as far as preparing this? Are you satisfied now with what you 
propose in the Commission’s modification of the Lesinski bill, or do 
you feel more time should be allowed for further study and clarifica- 
tion and an attempt at what some individuals might call a more equit- 
able relationship ? 

Mr. Sran. Sir, I would not say that we would have to plead for 
inore time on anything unless you were going to press hard on the 
question of the exact computation of the cost. As far as we are con- 
cerned, we think that, given the Classification Act as it is and without 
any attempt to revise the act and without any attempt to change the 
basic pay structure, our proposal on balance is about as equitable as 
we could make it. We think the proposal in H.R. 545 is a little more 
liberal than is necessary to correct the situation, 

Mr. Axrorp. I realize it would be difficult to have an exact figure as 
to the cost of the bill presently before us, but just as an off-the-cuff 
estimate, what does the Commission think ? 

Mr. Stan. There would be no way that I could make even an 
off-the-cuff estimate, sir. I have no idea. I would not know where 
to begin. You would have to know so many things which we do 
not have statistics on. You would have to know not only the precise 
number of promotions from each grade to the next grade, but the pay 
steps within those grades that each promotee happened to be at and 
how many were at each pay step when they were promoted. You 
would have to use one of the digital computers, probably, to get this 
all figured out when you are dealing with over a million employees 
under the Classification Act and many,thousands of promotions each 
year. 

Mr. Lesinskt. I have one further question which bothers me a little 
bit here. There has been quite a concern among the Federal em- 
ployees, especially in certain areas, that agencies have a tendency to 
take people directly from school because of specific training, and dis- 
regard the employees who have been in the Federal Government. for 
many years and who have knowledge of the operation of the agency, 
and so forth. Would this bill increase that tendency and, if it would, 
how could we help to alleviate it, recognizing the fact that sometimes 
for specific qualifications the agency has to go outside to recruit peo- 
ple. Because of the increased cost of promotions under this bill, do 
you believe there would be a tendency for the agency to hire an indi- 
vidual, say, at 11 or 12, instead of bringing a person up from 4, hire 
from the outside directly rather than to promote an employee present- 
ly working for the Federal Government ¢ 

Mr. Sranvt. Mr. Chairman, much as a line of argument like that 
might contribute to some of the points I have been making, I would 
not want to use it. I do not think that would be the case. I do 
not think there would be any noticeable tendency to hire from the 
outside because of the advantage of possibly getting somebody at 
« lower step within the grade, namely, the entrance step, than would 
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be necessary to promote from within. If that were the case, even 
the present system would mitigate against promotion from w vithin, 
and I do not think that is true. 

Mr. Lestnskt. It is not prevalent and I do not want the gentleman 
to feel that my remarks imply it is so, but there has been some of it. 
I recognize in certain instances there may be need of it. There has 
been some indication that an agency will employ from the outside 
instead of promoting its own employees. I was concerned whether 
this might affect that situation. 

Mr. Staut. I would not think so. 

Mr. Gross. What about scientific and professional employees? Do 
they have the same steps ¢ 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. They would be covered by this bill ? 

Mr. Sraur. The only scientific employees who are not under the 
Classification Act are the relatively small numbers who are paid 
under what is commonly referred to as Public Law 3138 type. 

Mr. Gross. The 313’s would not be covered? 

Mr. Srant. They are just up in the higher levels anyway. They 
would not be covered, but other scientific employees distributed 
throughout the grade structure would be covered. 

Mr. Gross. Yes. I was thinking particularly of Public Law 313’s, 

Mr. Sraut. They would not be affected by the bill’s provisions at all. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Any questions, Mr. Harmon ? 

Mr. Harmon. No questions. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. We certainly appreciate your coming here before us 
today for the Commission and trying to rectify a situation which has 
come up in the past. I am glad to have your cooperation, Mr. Stahl. 
I assure you that the action of the subcommittee will be fair in all 
respects. 

Mr. Sraun. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Mr. John McCart, director of legislation of the 
American Federation of Government Employees, is our next. witness. 

We are glad to have you before us, Mr. McCart. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN McCART, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. I am John McCart, director of legislation of the 
American Federation of Government Employees. I have here a pre- 
ared statement which, with the permission of the Chair, I would 
3 9 
like to have inserted in the record. 
Mr. Lestnsx1. That may be done at this point. 
(Mr. McCart’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


The four bills under consideration today by this subcommittee are related to 
the important subject of the increase of compensation received by an employee 
as a result of his promotion to a higher grade. They have the endorsement of the 
American Federation of Government Employees for the benefits they will confer 
on Federal employees. 

Before commenting on the modification of existing procedure for which they 
provide, it is our desire to express appreciation to the sponsors of these meas- 
ures: Representative Lesinski for introducing H.R. 548, Representative Roose- 
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velt for H.R. 1957, Representative Teller for H.R. 3081, and Representative Green 
of Pennsylvania for H.R. 4067. 

Stated briefly, the purpose of these bills is to make a promotion to a position 
under the Classification Act worth while. The section as presently phrased 
assures an employee of receiving that rate in the higher grade which “exceeds his 
existing rate of basic compensation by not less than one step-increase of the 
grade from which he is promoted or transferred.” Thus an employee promoted 
from GS-8 to GS-4 must be placed at the step in grade 4 which will result in an 
increase of not less than $95, the step-increase in grades 1 to 4, inclusive. 

The effect of these bills would be to require the employee to be placed at the 
step in the higher grade which will assure him of an increase amounting to not 
less than the difference between the minimum of the two grades involved. An 
example will illustrate how the bill would operate. Assume that an employee 
is in a position presently paid the third step-rate of GS-8, or $38,685. Under pres- 
ent law, upon promotion to GS—4 his pay must be increased not less than S95. 
Adding that amount to the third step of GS-8 would require a rate in GS—t of 
$3,780. This amount is between the first and second steps in GS-4, which would 
require placing the employee at $38,850, the second step. His increase would 
amount to $165. 

These bills would require his pay to be raised by not less than S260, the dif- 
ference between the minimum rates of grades 3 and 4. The result would be 
that he would be promoted from step 8 in GS-8 to step 3 in GS-4. Generally 
speaking, the effect of these bills would be to advance the employee to the same 
step in the upper grade as that at which he had been placed in the lower grade. 
The exception would be in advancing to a grade in which the step-increase was 
greater than that in the next lower grade. In such cases, the employee would 
be placed at the next lower step in the upper grade, but his increase would still be 
substantially larger than that presently possible. 

These bills represent progress—the progress which has taken place in the 
classification system since the enactment of the Classification Act of 1923. The 
Welch Act of 1928 extensively amended the original law, and further amendment 
was provided by the Brookhart Act of 1980. But neither the original statute nor 
the amendments required that a promotion had to result in an increase amounting 
toa specified sum. In fact there was requirement that a promotion had to result 
in an increase at all. And furthermore, there was no provision for free move- 
ment through the steps within a grade. 

The act of 1928 provided that “increases in compensation shall be allowed upon 
the attainment and maintenance of the appropriate efficiency ratings, to the 
next higher rate within the salary range of the grade,” and then only if funds 
were available. An employee could be advanced to the next higher rate within 
a grade only if all other requirements of the law were met, including com- 
pliance with the so-called average clause placed in appropriation laws beginning 
with the fiscal year 1926. This permitted increases of Compensation or promo- 
tions only if they did not raise the average of the salaries for all positions in a 
particular grade. 

The fact was that for 2 or 3 years under the law an employee could be pro- 
moted and lose money as a result of the promotion. The reason was that 
changes, whether by transfer, reinstatement, promotion, or reduction had to 
be effected at the minimum salary rate of a grade. Then the average clause 
in the appropriation laws was amended to permit transfers, promotions, or 
demotions between the positions without loss of salary. 

The next step forward was the establishment of the within-grade promotion 
system which was introduced into the classification system in 1941. That change 
in the law for the first time made it possible for employees to move with reg- 
wlarity through the range of pay rates within grade. 

Ilowever, promotions from one grade to another still could result in no in- 
crepse or ina raise of some small sum such as $25 a vear. The Classification Act 
of 1949 required that the promotion must result in an increase of compensation 
equal to not less than the amount of the pay step of the grade from which 
the person was promoted. The bills under consideration would make the advance- 
ment profitable by an amount more nearly in proportion to the assumption of 
additional responsibility. 

We are quite anxious to have this liberalizing amendment added to the clas- 
sification law. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for receiving our comment, 
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Mr. McCarr. I would like to proceed to summarize our testimony 
on this legislation. 

Mr. Lrstnskt1. We shall be glad to have you proceed. 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, our thanks to you and to your col- 
leagues, Congressman Roosevelt, Teller, and Green, for the introduc- 
tion of identical bills and to the subcommittee for scheduling these 
hearings. 

We appear today in support of H.R. 548 and the other bills on the 
same subject. This support is based on several fundamental] reasons. 
First, it would provide a proper incentive for employees advancing 
from one grade to another in keeping with the increased responsibil- 
ity w hich they will assume. It will also provide a better incentive 
than is now in effect for employees who accept supervisory duties. 
We have found in some cases individuals are loath to accept super- 
visory responsibilites, particularly in the lower grades, because the 
amount of salary increase available is not sufficient to warrant their 
acceptance of the greater supervisory responsibilities. 

For example, an employee who advances from grade 3 to grade 4, 
assuming he is in step 3 of grade 3, under the present law is ‘entitled 
to the amount of a step increase in going to the higher grade, which- 
ever step is nearer to that step increase. The result is that that in- 
dividual receives a salary increase of $165 a year. This amounts to 
about $1.80 a week ross. 

Mr, Artrorp. That is when he goes from one step to another step 7 
Mr. McCarr. This individua) is promoted from grade 3 to grade 4 
Under the present law, when he goes to that higher gr ade he is en- 
titled to a step increase for the nearest step merease in the igher 
grade which will guarantee him the amount of the step increase. "The 
Test is Si6d a year, which amounts to about $i.80 a week gross. As 
you can see, this is a fairly sma)) incentive for an individual in some 
cases Lo accept supervisory responsinhty. dn the yher grades, of 
course, the amount is higher. 

Yn that connection, 1 would hke to refer to a comment which was 
made on the difference between the C ivil Service Commission’s pro- 
posal and the proposal in FLR. 545. The committee has been talk- 
ing here abont the individua) who advan ‘es from GS-11 to GS-12. 
If we take the case of the individual who is promoted from the third 
step of GS-11, under the present law he w ould be entitled to go to 
the first step of GS-12. Under the Commission’s proposal he w rould 
be entitled to an increase of at least $480, the equivalent of two step 
increases. If this were adopted, it would place him in exactly the 
same step in the higher grade ths it he would be placed in today. H.R. 
543, on the other ‘hand—this is generally true of the effect of the 
bill would place this individual in the same step in the higher grade 
as he occupies in the lower grade. As a result, he would go ‘from 
$7.510 to $8,810. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one other comment IT would like to make in 
this connection, and that is, the principle embodied in H.R. 543 and 
the other three bills now under consideration is one whic fi fias been 
suecessfully in effect in the Post Office Department since 1955. We 
think it should apply with equal force and can be applied as a princi- 


ple under the Classification Act. 
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In summary, then, Mr. Chairman, we appear in support of FLR. 
543 and the other bills under consideration by the subcommittee. 

Mr. Atrorp. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lesrnsxt. Mr. Alford. 

Mr. Aurorp. In discussing these promotions from one grade to an- 
other and the relationship of the steps—having served in the Army, I 
have to speak from that standpoint—how do they compare with the 
“fogie system”? Say a man is a captain and he has had 20 years’ 
service, he is allotted the pay and benefits, of course, for 20 years’ 
service When he is promoted to major. Do I understand all you are 
asking for, then, is a similar relationship / 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Alford, I must confess I cannot speak to that 
point because I am not acquainted with the military method. 

Mr. Lesinsxr. [ had a lot of time in the service, but I served as an 
enlisted man, not as a commissioned oflicer, although I had the op- 
portunity to become an officer and I refused. 

Mr. Anrorp. The reason for asking this question is just to try to 
reach some uniformity in Government career people. A) man in 
civilian clothes should not be penalized as a Federal employee as 
opposed to military, although Iam all for the military, as they well 
know. 

Mr. Bray, could you answer that question? All they are asking for 
in PLR. 543 is a benefit similar to that used in the milit: ary under the 
fogie system, or as was used when I was an old soldier many years 

Mr. Bray. [ would say, sir, in reply to that, that the step increase 
system re have in use tod: av Is based on the fogie svstem of the m)- 
tary. The point, however, and the reason I feel that Mr. Lesinski 
and others have introduced H.R. 543, is that the fogie system in the 
civifian service and poss(Oly in the postal service is not sulliciently 
broad to reflect a ch: ange In gr: ade. As the t testimony has indicated 
here today, & man Is promoted but he wonders if he 2ctually go pro- 
moted when he gets his new paycheck. ‘That is the reason for the 

“fogie system.” If a man just stays in one grade he receives a slight 
pay inerease every year and/or every 18 months. ‘That is the “fomie 
system” which we have in the military. But in the military there were 
times, I am sure, when you were promoted, for example, from a first 
lieutenant to a captain and you recognized quite a significant differ- 
ence m pay. 

The troubie here is that sometimes that significance in pay differ- 
ence disappears because of an overlap of the pay system, 

Mr. Arrorp. Yo clarify the point IT wished to make is that not what 
Mr. Lesinski is trying to do with his bill? That is, when there is a 
promotion from one rank or grade to another rank or grade, the bene- 
his of the step or fogie system should go along with it’ 

Mr. Bray. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anronp, Do Tmake myself clear 4 

Mr. Lesrnsxi. May I intercede there for a moment? T stand to 
he corrected, but if T recall correctly, in the military an officer receives 
a base pay, and each rank has a different base, as you have in the Civil 
Service Classification Act. On the other hand, in the Classification 
Act there are in-grade promotions, whereas in the military, I believe 


it is simply on longevity. Therefore. for instance, In a promotion 
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from captain to major, let us say the difference in salary is $1,000, 
and he will get a $1,000 increase plus the lonevity he had in the past, 
whereas in the Civil Service Classification Act he has i ingrade promo- 
tions which bring that difference up to $800. So in the Classitic ation 
Act, as you move from captain to major, he would get only a $200 
increase. 

Mr. Atrorp. That is my point. Then there is an inequity here. 
What we are trying to do is to show in fact a true promotion rather 
than one merely on paper. Isthat not right ¢ 

Mr. Lesrnskt. That is right. I stand to be corrected. I am speak- 
ing from experience of many years ago, and I could be a little hazy 
on it. 

You may proceed, Mr. McCart. 

Mr. McCarr. I have concluded my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. Any questions 

Mr. Harmon. No questions. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. May I ask further, recognizing the merit of the 
bill as it stands at the present time and wishing to achieve some- 
thing for the benefit of those being promoted, would the gentleman 
be willing to state whether he would care to modify it to be able to 
obtain some equity in this matter? 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, at all costs we attempt to be legisla- 
tive realists. The history of legislation indicates pretty clearly that 
where you start with one basic proposal and you have another offered 
by other people, as legislation goes you have to be willing to show 
some flexibility. We positively subscribe to the principle in “HLR. 543. 
If the subcommittee and the full committee in their wisdom see fit 
to modify H.R. 543 to provide a benefit over the present system, we 
would certainly not. object. 

Mr. Lesrnsxt. Does the gentleman feel that the proposal by the 
Civil Service Commission would be a step forward ¢ 

Mr. McCarr. It would be a step forward, Mr. Chairman, but I can- 
not help but bring to your attention once more the situation involved 
in grades 11 and 12 at the third step, where the individual receives no 
benefit under the Commission’s proposal that is not available now 
under the present law. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. But the Commission’s proposal would allow addi- 
tional step increases. 

Mr. McCarr. This is true, of course, in any promotion when you go 
into another grade. 

Mr. Lesinski. Under the Commission’s proposal, you have two step 
increases instead of one. 

Mr. McCarr, That is right. As the figures fall in the example I 
have cited, it would not provide any additional benefit to this indi- 
vidual employee over what is now in effect. I do not know what would 
be the effect in all the other grades and all the other steps, but just 
choosing this one at random, this particular proposal would not pro- 
vide any additional benefit over what is now in effect. 

Mr. Lesinsxi. May I put it this way: Regardless of the grade, if 
the individual received a comparatively larger i increase than he is re- 
ceiving today, you would be in accord with the bill in spite of the 
fact that it does not go as far as you believe it should go? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Lesinski. We appreciate your statement, Mr. McCart, and are 
always glad to have you with us. 

McCarr. It is always a pleasure, Mr. Chairman. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Lesinsxt. The next witness will be Dan Jaspan, legislative 
representative, National Association of Postal Supervisors. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL JASPAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Jaspan. Mr. Chairman. For the record, my name is Daniel 
Jaspan. I am the legislative representative of the National Associ- 
ation of Postal Supervisors, consisting of more than 24,000 supervisors 
in the postal field service, including custodial and motor vehicle super- 
visors. 

Our association endorses the principles of H.R. 543 and other bills 
applying to employees under the Classification Act. However, we 
cannot speak for that group, which will be ably represented by their 
own spokesmen. We ask your consideration of amending these bills 
by adding the provisions of H.R. 1 2509, a bill introduced by the able 
chairman of this subcommittee. This is a bill to correct certain in- 
equities with respect to supervisory and other postal field service em- 
ployees, and for other purposes. 

The first section of this bill provides for the retention of promo- 
tion credit for longevity purposes. Under the present laws regarding 
promotion, nonsupery iSOr’s promoted to supervisory positions may lose 
a longevity or “meritorious” grade earned prior to the promotion. As 
clerks or carriers, for example, prior to the enactment of Public 
Law 500 in 1950, it was possible to earn “meritorious” or longevity 
grades A, B, and C, after serving 3, 5, and 7 years, respectively, after 
the top automatic step of the orade was reached. Publie Law 500 
changed this provision so that, after its enactment, longevity grades 
could be earned only after serving 13, 18, and 25 years, respective- 
ly, for the longevity grades A, B, and C.’ Those employees in non- 
supervisory grades who were on the rolls at that time earned their 
longevity steps under the one of the above two methods that was 
reached sooner. However, upon promotion to supervisory grades, 
longevity grades could be earned only by applying the 13-, 18-, and 
25-year formula. This formula was also applied to those who earned 
such steps under the other formula upon promotion to supervisor. 
Thus, an employee may have been a clerk or carrier long enough to 
have been placed in grade B—two $100 longevity steps—by serving 
for 8 years after reaching the top automatic step and then upon pro- 
motion may not have hi id the necessary 18 years’ service to be placed 
in longevity grade B as supervisor. In that case, he lost a longevity 
grade of $100 until he reached his 18th year in the service. This is 
now a common occurrence upon promotion. As they actually lose 
money they previously earned, they will get $100 less. The longevity 
grade is removed until they have the ‘actual number of years of 
service. 

Section 2 of H.R. 12509 provides the same method of salary compu- 
tation upon promotion as the method proposed in H.R. 543 and the 
other bills for classified employees. This is the same method as is 
used now in the postal field service when one-level promotions are 
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made. However, the initial promotion in the postal field service is 
usually from levels 4 or 5 to level 7, a promotion of two or three levels, 
but the salary increase is not in proportion to the promotion. For ex- 
ample, a clerk or carrier promoted from the top step of level 4 to 
ee, level 7, is placed in step 2 2 of that level. This means th: aut 
his salary is increased from $4,875 to $5,160, an increase of only $28 
per year. In many cases, he does not even receive this much, since he 
may lose a longevity grade of $100 and receives only $185, or about 
$3.50 per week for a three-level promotion. If H.R. 12509 is en- 
acted into law, the same clerk or carrier would be placed in step 6 
of level 7, and would thus receive an increase of $965 for this three- 
level promotion. This amount provides much more of an incentive 
for an employee who has had enough years of service to be working 
a steady day tour and a less responsible position and finds that, upon 
promotion, it is necessary for him to begin a much less desirable tour 
of duty at night and with greatly increased responsibilities. 

The inequity of this promotion procedure is more evident when we 
consider what happens if a clerk or carrier is promoted successively to 
levels 5 5,6, and 7. Instead of being placed in the second step of level 
7, he is placed in the top step of level 7, for a salary increase of $1,135 
as compared with $285—or even $185—received by the employee who 
may be senior to him, but was promoted to level 7 in one jump. This 
means that the senior employee receives $850 less the first year than 
the other employee, $680 less the second year, $510 less the third year, 
$340 less the fourth vear, and $170 less the fifth year, or a total of 
$2,550 less than the junior employee who received three successive pro- 
motions before they both receive the same salary, which is the top 
step of level 7. 

Another inequity of this method for a three-level promotion is that 
an employee with between 13 and 18 years of service and whose salary 
is $5,260 upon such a promotion, will receive only 885 more per year 
than the clerk he supervises and who has 25 years of service. Or, let 
us compare a clerk promoted to level 6 at the same time another is 
promoted to level 7, The latter will receive $5,160 the first year, while 
the former will receive $5,240. The employee in the higher level thus 
receives $80 less than the employee in the lower level. 

Another glaring inequity occurs when we look at a typical promotion 
for a mail handler. It must be emphasized that we do not feel that 
he receives too much upon this promotion, but it is difficult to reconcile 
the fact that when this mail handler, level 3, is promoted to group 
leader of mail handlers, a nonsupervisory position, he receives a salary 
increase of $425 as compared with only $285—or possibly $185—re- 
ceived by a clerk or carrier with a three-level promotion. 

Section 2(b) is necessary so that employees promoted under the pro- 
cedure established in H.R. 12509 will not be placed in salary steps 
above those already promoted and who, in most cases, are senior to 
those who will be promoted in the future. There is no retroactive pay 
involved, nor would this section apply to those emplovees who are no 
longer on the active rolls on the date of enactment. It would merely 
advance those employees who were promoted since the effective date 
of Public Law 68—December 3, 1955 step and level 
they would now be occupying if the provisions of this bill had been 
in effect at that time, and we feel that they should have been in effect 
at that time. 
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We appreciate the opportunity of presenting our statement before 
this subcommittee, and hope that action will be taken immediately 
to remove the glaring inequities of Public Law 68, which is generally 
an excellent law. We feel that these conditions should have been 
corrected long ago. 

Thank you very much for permitting us to testify. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Mr, Jaspan, you have a a well rounded out 
statement in behalf of the postal supervisors. We appreciate your 
appearing before us. 

L wish you would consider the practical question which IT asked a 
prior witness. Recognizing the merits of the bill and that there is 
need for retaining the present language in H.R. 12509, in view of the 
powerful opposition and the chance of not obtaining any bill at all, in 
order to do away with some of the inequity would the gentleman be in 
favor of following the line of the Civil Service Commission this 
morning as presented by Mr. Stahl 

Mr. Jaspan. Mr, Lesinski, we do have the promotion procedure 
which is in the bill to which they objected. We still have that gen- 
erally. .A person who is given a one-level promotion is generally 
given the amount of money between the first step of the level from 
which promoted and the first step of the level to which promoted, if he 
is promoted just one level. That is what your bill was asking for 
classified people. We have that already. 

It is when he is promoted more than one level that we get into the 
inequity. The bill you introduced for the classified employees would 
eliminate that inequity, too. Regardless of the number of levels he is 
promoted, he would be given the benefit of the first step of the one 
from which promoted to the first step of the one to which promoted. 
Generally, most of our promotions are one level, except from clerk or 
carrier to supervisor, which is generally three levels. 

Mr. Lesinsxr. Under the Commission’s proposal, they would not 
object to a two-level promotion. 

Mr. Jaspan. Two-step promotion they are in favor of. 

Mr. Lesinskr. Yes. 

Mr. Jaspan. In their grades, the two-step promotion would be a big 
improvement over what we have. As Mr, MeCart pointed out, in 
many of their grades this would not amount to any more than they 
have now. Right now, as he mentioned, taking almost any step, if one 
is promoted from step + of GS-11 to GS-12, if he received the benefit 
of the Commission's proposal he would still go exactly where he goes 
today under the present setup. It would not give him anything. 

T do not think their proposal goes far enough to benefit even the 
Classification Act employees, 

Mr. Lestnskr. Thank you for your frankness on the matter. 

Any questions, Mr. Harmon ? 

Mr. Harmon. As I mentioned earlier, I think the bill has merit. 
The Civil Service Commission admits inequities exist. Naturally, in 
their position they do not go all out for the bill, but want to modify it. 
Everyone wants to get a bill passed to correct the inequities, 

Tam rather stubborn, myself. Having been in bargaining through 
the years, I often w onder, since I have been down here, if some of these 
bills should not have asked for a little more in order to get a happy 
medium. Tam hopeful that we can at least get something for you. 


t 
» 
) 
) 
) 
r 
, 


24 GUARANTEEING MINIMUM INCREASE TO PROMOTED EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Jaspan. We are particularly interested in the initial promotion. 
That is where most of our people are hurt. They are taking a posi- 
tion of responsibility and jumping three levels, which is quite a jump, 
and they still get $285 or maybe only $185 increase in pay. 

Mr. Harmon. My mail comes from all over the country since I am 
on this committee. Even though I am new here, I am pretty well 
known over the country and, as far as that is concerned, all over the 
world, because I receive letters from people in foreign countries who 
have problems. 

As has been mentioned here in the testimony, when a man is pro- 
moted from clerk or carrier up to supervisor, he is the boss due to his 
experience and knowledge, or else he would not have been elevated 
to that position, but he receives less money. He is faced with not 
being able to obtain more money even when he is promoted, 

Mr. Lesinski1. My primary purpose in the introduction of this 
legislation was to see that a person, upon promotion, receives an in- 
crease sufficient to give incentive to him to try to get ahead, to increase 
the income of those who have experience in the Federal Government, 
be it in the Post Office Department or otherwise, by providing incen- 
tive to achieve promotion. 

I have found in the past in my experience that the postal employee, 
a qualified clerk or carrier, will not receive a promotion because of 
the lack of incentive in the Post Office Department. That is my posi- 
tion on this thing. I want to eliminate that discrepancy in the 
Classification Act and the Postal Pay Act. 

I want to be fair about this thing. As the gentleman on my left 
knows, bargaining is where things are straightened out, across the 
bargaining table. We wish to be in the position of achieving some- 
thing for the employees and still not destroy what we are seeking to do. 

I hope to come up with legislation which we can get through this 
year without making it too objectionable to the departments and 
agencies. 

Mr. Jaspan. We would like to see it as soon as possible. I wish 
you would bear in mind the fact that Mr, Stahl’s proposal does not 
give anything to a lot of the people who are under the Classification 
Act now. It does not give them $1 more than they would get under 
the present setup. It looks better when you say a two-step promotion 
rather than one step, but it works out on this table that they would 
get exactly the same under their proposal as they do now. So they 
are getting nothing at all, especially at the higher levels, the higher 
grades as they call them. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Would they not get additional compensation if they 
get two steps instead of one? 

Mr. Jaspan. No: not in these specific instances. They get exactly 
the same amount of money. It sounds better, but the way it works out 
it is exactly the same. 

Mr. Lesinskt. You say in some instances they do under this pro- 
posal, but not in all instances? 

Mr. Jaspan. Yes. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Along that line of reasoning, what would be your 
suggestion to overcome that ? 

Mr. Jaspan. Of course, the one thing that would do it would be 
your bill, H.R. 548, and in that case everyone going from one grade 
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to another would get a substantial increase or the other bill that was 
introduced for the postal employees, H.R. 12509, would also make 
certain that sveevady promoted would be given a substantial increase 
and if he is promoted more than one level he is given a greater in- 
crease, as it should be. It seems logical a man being promoted more 
than one level should get more of an increase than a man promoted 
just one level. 

Mr. Lesinsk1. I recognize that. That is why I want to see this 
out. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, does the record show these specific ex- 
amples that Mr. Jaspan is raising of the fact that it does not give two 
steps ¢ 

Mr. Lesrnskt. It does not. 

Mr. Jaspan. Here is one, for example, in the GS-11. At the pres- 
ent time we will say he is in the fourth step of the grade. He gets 
37,750. At the present time, if he is promoted to GS-12 he would go 
to $8,330. Under the Commission proposal, if he is promoted to GS— 
12, he would still go to $8,330. Either one would give him exactly 
the same amount of money. There must be others. I happened to 
see this one. 

Mr. Lesrnsxr. On the other hand, if he was on top of that grade, he 
would get a greater increase than in the other. 

Mr, Jaspan. If he were at the top of GS-11, under the present set- 
up he would be given $8,470. He would go to the second step of 
GS-12 and under the Commission proposal he would go to the third 
step. 

Mr. Lesinskt. So, therefore, either way he still would get a sub- 
stantial increase, if he goes from the top step or from the third step 
or the fourth step. He would still get an increase of $480, irrespec- 
tive of what step he came from. 

Mr. Jaspan. Except that in these other steps the actual amount of 
increase, or the salary to which he would go would be exactly the 
same if he is promoted under the present setup or under the proposed 
Commission setup. He would get exactly the same monev. 

Mr. Lestnskt. Supposing he were in GS-11 in a third step and he 
was promoted to the first step of GS-12. He would get a substantial 
increase of S820. 

Mr. Jaspan. That is right. Under 543 he will get a substantial in- 
crease each time. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. If an individual had quite a few years in the service 
under GS-11 and he is top of the grade, he would then get a minimum 
$480 increase if he goes to GS-12. 

Mr. Jaspan. That is right. 

Mr. Lestnskt. At the present time he goes from $8,230 to $8330, 
which is only $100 increase. 

Mr. Jaspan. No, he would go to $8,570 under the present. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Which would only be $340 increase. 

Mr. JAspan. That is right. 

Mr. Lesinsxi. Under the proposal of the Commission he would go 
to $8,810. 

Mr. Jaspan. That is right. On the other hand, the man in the third 
or fourth step of that grade would go—well, the fourth step, for 
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example, would go from $7,750 to $8,330, either under the present 
setup or the Commission proposal. 

Mr. Lesrnski. Right, but irrespective of that, there would still be 
a substantial increase even under the Commission proposal if the 
person goes from 11 to 12. 

Mr. Jaspan. He gets $580 under either proposal, under the present 
setup or the Commission proposal. Under the present setup or the 
Commission proposal that would be the figure. He would not get 
any more under their bill. Under your bill he would get a substantial 
ine rease. He would go from $7,750 to $9,050. He would get a $1,300 
increase, 

Mr. Lesinskr. I am glad you have pointed these things out, Mr. 
Jaspan. 

Would you make a similar comparison with the position of postal 
supervisor so we may be sure what the situation is there ? 

Mr. Jaspan. With the postal supervisors generally, if they are pro- 
moted one level, they go into the same step of the new level as the one 
they had in the old level. You can take an 11 toa 12. They would go 
from $7,510, if they were in the third step, to $8,265. That is $755 
increase. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. That is the present ? 

Mr. Jaspan. That is the way it is now. We are given the difference 
between the first step of the level from which promoted and the first 
step of the next higher level. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That is from grade 11? 

Mr. Jaspan. Any one-level promotion. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. That would be a $755 increase. 

Mr. Jaspan. $755 going from 11 to 12 to the third step, going to 
the third step of 12, but if they go from the top step of level 4, which 
is $4,875, and they are promoted to a foreman, level 7, which generally 
our firstline supervisor, they go from $4,875 to $5,160, That is only 
$285 for three levels. 

On the other hand, if they are promoted in successive steps, say, 
every 2 or 3 months, they go from 4 to 5 to 6 to 7, they would go from 
$4,875 at level 4 to $5,115 at level 5, to $5.5! 50, at level 6, and a $6,010, 
at level 7, so that person could cone eivably, and it happens, be pro- 
moted three times in a year and go to the top, step 7 of level 7 and be 
earning $6,010 whereas the man who was promoted before him would 
only be in the second step of that level and be getting $5,160. Your bill 
would eliminate that, regardless of how he was promoted, whether he 
would go in one step or three steps. Under the provisions of your bill, 
he would get the same amount of money. 

Mr. Lesrnskt. Let us be basic about this. If you left the promotion 
set up as it is presently and expanded the salary level of each grade, 
raising the top grade to $18,500, would that not help to relieve the 
differences in gr: ades ? 

Mr. Jaspan. It still would not help in the initial promotion under 
the present setup. They still would not get a substantial amount in 
the initial promotion. 

Mr. Lestnskr. There would be an increase, though. 

Mr. Jaspan. If that is extended all the way “through the PFS 
schedule, yes. 
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Naturally, there would be some kind of increase, but it still would 
not be as much as by changing the promotion procedure. Of course, 
I am just talking about changing it for any promotion that is more 
than one level. One level we are satisfied the way it is. We have a 
very good promotion procedure for one-level promotion, but if it is 
two or three levels, and that usually occurs on the initial promotion, 
there is a very small amount of money for that kind of promotion. 

Mr. Lestnsk1t. That is what I am also driving at. I recognize that. 
[ am trying to propose an alternate way to correct this thing. My 
oe’ intent is to do something to correct the situation. There may 
be other ways of achieving what we are trying to get at. I simply ask 
the question, it may not be sufficient, but Will it be a step forward ¢ 

Mr. Jaspan. It should be, yes. By increasing the ceiling and having 
substantial increases all the way down, of course not seeing a new 
schedule and how it would work out, it is pretty difficult. to say how 
much of an increase it would be because if it is $2,000 at PFS-—20, it 
may be a matter of a couple of hundred dollars at PFS. It is pretty 
difficult to tell unless the whole schedule is worked out. 

Mr. Lesinskr. I appreciate your remarks, Mr. Jaspan, very much. 
We have got to do something to correct the inequities in Public Law 
6S to give a better incentive to the people for promotion. I will do 
all T can to achieve just that point. Our big problem is to overcome 
the objections of the administration, because of the fact if we go 
too far the bill will not stand a chance of passage. I am trying to 
achieve the best we possibly can at this time. 

questions on my left? Mr. Harmon / 

Mr. Harmon. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Thank you for appearing before us, Mr. Jaspan. I 
am. sure we will do all we can to achieve your desires. 

The statement of Mr. Vaux Owen, president of the National Federa- 
tion of Federal Employees will be inserted in the record at this point, 
as well as the statements of Representative Green of Pennsylvania 
und Representative Roosevelt of California. 

(The statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF VAUX OWEN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Vaux Owen and I 
am president of the National Federation of Federal Employees. 

We are appearing here today for the purpose of expressing our support for the 
basic objective of H.R. 543. 

That objective is to make more realistic and more meaningful promotions from 
grade to grade of employees in the Federal service. 

Mr. Chairman, that is an objective toward the accomplishment of which the 
National Federation of Federal Employees has been aiming for a great many 
years. 

After all, the whole purpose of a promotion from one grade to a higher grade 
is to give practical recognition to qualified and competent employees, and to 
place such employees in positions of increasing responsibility in the interest of 
the Federal Government. 

Unfortunately, in too many instances, promotions to higher grades have come 
to have relatively little meaning from the standpoint of additional compensation. 
The principle underlying the promotion has been lost to a very considerable ex- 
tent, when the employee involved is given substantial additional responsibility 
without adequate additional compensation. 

H.R. 548 is designed to meet this problem by providing that when there is a 
promotion to a higher grade the employee “shall receive basic compensation at 
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the lowest rate of such higher grade which exceeds his existing rate by not 
less than the amount of difference between the minimum rate of the grade from 
which he is promoted or transferred and the minimum rate of the grade to which 
he is promoted or transferred. If there is no rate in such higher grade which 
exceeds his existing rate of basic compensation by the amount of such differences, 
such employee shall receive (@) the maximum schedule rate of the grade to 
which he is promoted or transferred, or (Ub) his existing rate of Compensation, 
whichever is higher.” 

The effect of this provision is to give genuinely meaningful increases to em- 
ployees when they are promoted to higher grades. 

We are mindful of the fact that there are two morale factors involved here. 
On the one hand it is manifestly unsound policy to place additional respon- 
sibility upon an employee through a promotion without adequate and realistic 
compensation therefor. We also recognize that the proposed legislation could 
have an effect, moralewise, upon employees who have moving normally through 
their grade steps and find that an employee who has recently been given a 
grade promotion also has quickly advanced beyond them in the step-rate progres- 
sion. 

However, the need to make grade promotions more rewarding and more mean- 
ingful is imperative, both from the standpoint of qualified employees and the 
efficient functioning of the Federal Government. We see in H.R. 548 a step 
in that direction and for that reason we are expressing support for it. 

The whole problem which it highlights is one of great and growing impor- 
tance. A definite solution, we incline to believe, can be achieved only when the 
Classification Act is given substantial revision. In the meantime, however, 
H.R. 548 offers a practical means of meeting an urgently pressing need. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the committee and record- 
ing the views of the National Federation of Federal Employees on this pro- 
posed legislation. 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM J. GREEN, JR., OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I have sponsored the bill, 
H.R. 4067, which is under consideration by this subcommittee, because its ob- 
jective is to give recognition to employees of the Federal Government who as- 
sume additional responsibility. It would increase their income when they 
are deserving of such an increase, and since they can benefit only because they 
are good employees there should be no sound objection to the amendment to the 
law which it contains. 

They would receive the increase only when they are deserving for the rea- 
son that it would be the result of a promotion, It must be assumed when an 
employee is promoted, he has performed satisfactorily the duties of the posi- 
tion from which he is promoted. Furthermore, the expectation is that he is 
capable of doing the job to which he is being promoted. If these conditions of 
efficiency are not present, there is faulty administration and that is a circum- 
stance which must be dealt with as a separate situation. 

As the law now is written, an employee who receives a promotion to a higher 
grade is guaranteed a salary increase which may not be less than the amount 
of one pay step in the grade from which he is promoted. If he were being 
promoted from grade GS-7 to GS-8 it would be necessary to advance him to 
the pay rate in GS-8 which would augment his salary by not less than $150. But 
does this make his promotion worth the acceptance of a more difficult assign- 
ment? An increase of not quite $6 a pay period is scarcely to be considered 
adequate compensation for assuming heavier responsibility. 

Phis bill would make his promotion reaily seem to be a promotion, for it would 
require that the employee be advanced to that step in the upper grade which 
would increase his salary by an amount equal to the difference between the 
minimum of the grade he left and the minimum of the grade to which he is 
being promoted. In the example I have used—of an employee advancing from 
GS-1 to GS-S—ihe ifecrease would be no less than S490, or more than three 
times the amount of which he is now assured. 

It may be objected that the employee is being advanced over other persons 
who have served in that upper grade longer than he. But that is only one way 
to view this situation. He will be advanced above other employees already in 
the higher grade only if he has had equal length of service in the lower grade. 
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If he had been at the fifth step of GS-7, he would be promoted to the fifth step 
of GS-8. 

There is the exception, however, that in movement between grades having 
unequal step increases, the advancement is to the step below the comparable 
step in the upper grade. Promotion from the third step of GS-4, for example, 
would be made to the second step of GS-5, because the increment in GS—t is 
$95 and that of GS-5 is $150. The situation is the same with respect to higher 
grades at the point where the amount of pay steps increases. 

The fact is then that if the effect of this bill is considered from the stand- 
point of length of service there is no real inequity. The employee who is re- 
ceiving the promotion may in many instances have total Federal service which 
is considerably longer than that of employees serving at pay rates below that 
which he will receive in the upper grade. 

Another aspect to be considered is that movement between grades is relatively 
infrequent for the individual employee. A promotion is not an annual oceur- 
rence. Ordinarily, he will remain for several years within different grades and 
xo Will other employees. The important fact is that every employee has an 
equal opportunity for promotion, barring discrimination or favoritism. The only 
way to deal with those phases of maladministration is through constant improve- 
ment of supervisory talent. We cannot handicap our legislative objectives by 
the assumption that they will be frustrated by poor administration. That musi 
be dealt with in other ways, 

The classified service has traveled a long way forward since its establish- 
ment in 1928. It is through just such proposals as that provided in my bill and 
in the bills proposed by three of my colleagues that the Classification system 
has achieved its large measure of improvement. It is my hope that its better- 
menf will continue, and it is with the confidence that this subcommittee earn- 
estly desires further betterment that I commend this bill to its consideration. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JAMES ROOSEVELT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to set forth my views on pending legislation which would amend section SO02(b) 
of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, to adjust the rates of basic com- 
pensation of certain officers and employees of the Federal Government promoted 
or transferred to a higher position. 

The bill which I have introduced, H.R. 1957, has the important objective of 
providing a larger increase of basic compensation when an employee is promoted 
toa higher grade. 

Any benefit which increases the income of working men and women is desir- 
uble, but the benefit provided by this bill has added advantages which, I be- 
lieve, will further commend it to your consideration. The bill will make a 
promotion to a higher grade more meaningful as well as profitable to the in- 
dividual promoted. It would reward him for assuming the greater responsi- 
bility which will necessarily take place, because he would be promoted only if 
his duties have become more exacting or have been expanded to make his posi- 
tion more responsible. 

At present, an employee whose position is subject to the Classification Act is 
required to receive upon promotion to a higher grade an increase of basie com- 
pensation which is not less than the amount of the step increase of the grade 
from which he has been promoted. 

An example will show the meaning of this requirement in existing law. As- 
sume that an employee at the third step of grade GS-2, which is $3,445, is pro- 
moted to a position in GS-3. His pay in that grade is required to be increased by 
not less than $95, which would provide a rate of $3,540. However, that is in 
excess of the first step, $3,495, but is not quite as much as the second step, 
$3,590. The law has been construed to require that the employee be paid $3,590, 
since his pay must be increased by not less than $95, the pay step in GS-3. To 
pay him $3,495 would increase his pay only $50. He must, therefore, receive 
$3.590, which increases his salary by $145. This would be an increase of his 
annual salary by 4.2 percent. 

The effect of H.R. 1957 would be to permit this employee to receive an in- 
crease of salary, because of his promotion, that would raise his paycheck by a 
noticeable amount. The $145 paid under current Jaw represents about $5.50 
a pay period. After 20 percent, or thereabouts, has been withheld for income 
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tax, and additional deductions made for retirement, life insurance, and presently, 
health insurance, there would be still less remaining. 

While these deductions represent important benefits in themselves, the fact is 
that they do reduce take-home pay. It is understandable that an employee is 
anxious to achieve an increase in his income by an amount which will make it 
worth while to accept greater responsibility. I do not believe that is too much 
for an employee to expect; if we can help him attain this objective to any 
reasonable extent, we will have benefited both the employee and the Federal 
Government. 

The change in the law, which this bill proposes, would require the Goy- 
ernment to place this grade GS-2 employee, for example, at a pay rate within 
the range of GS-3 that would assure him a pay increase not less than the dif- 
ference between the minimum rates for GS-2 and GS-3. The difference be- 
tween these minimum rates would be $240. That would be the amount of in- 
crease he would receive instead of the $95 now assured him, or the $145 that 
would be necessary to place him at the proper rate in grade 38. His promotion 
would give him nearly $10 a payday more, as compared with the $5.50 under 
present law. 

This bill represents another step in the progress which has been made in the 
development of the classification system. In the early years, an employee in 
the classified service gained nothing or very little from a promotion to a higher 
grade. Then the law was changed so as to give him the guarantee that is in 
effect today. But he should receive more than only the equivalent of one pay 
step. He would receive that much by staying in the same grade. 

A promotion should have more significance than satisfactorily performing the 
duties of any one grade. When an employee is promoted to a higher grade, 
he is assuming more complex duties and must accept greater responsibility. 
Otherwise the position does not warrant the higher grade. 

It is my belief that enactment of this bill would make a valuable contri- 
bution to the progress of our classification system. 


Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a short statement. 
Mr. Lesinskt. You may proceed, Mr. Messer. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement, but 
I would like to endorse the general provisions of H.R. 543 and the 
companion bills, as it is quite difficult on some of these employees to 
accept a promotion and receive very little pay increase. It is also 
difficult for them to turn down a promotion. 

In many instances an emplyee is promoted on the date he is entitled 
to a step increase and on the promotion he is guaranteed the amount 
of a step increase. It is possible for him to receive actually only $25 
or $30, due to the promotion. If he had not taken the promotion, he 
woate ‘have received a step increase anyway of $95 and maybe he gets 
$140 due to being promoted. So, therefore, he has actually gotten $40 
for being promoted and the added responsibility of the higher 
position. 

We think there should be something that would guarantee him more 
than this slight amount on promotion. We endorse the general prin- 
ciples of the bill. 

We would also like to endorse H.R. 12509, which would apply to the 
postal service. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. We appreciate your statement, Mr. Messer, and if you 
wish to elaborate further for the record, you may have it in as soon 
as possible. 
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Mr. Messer. Thank you. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Are there any questions, on my left / 

Mr. Harmon. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Thank you a lot for appearing before us today. 

Are there any other witnesses‘ If not, the committee stands ad- 
journed to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the committee adjourned, subject to the 


eall of the Chair.) 
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